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ABSTRACT -
A consortinom was organized in 1977 to assist 16
school districts, covering 5,100 sguare miles and including 19,000
students in a largely rural-part of Oregon, *o complY with Public Law
96-142 vhich requires provision for appropriate public education for
the estimated 12% of the school population who are handicapped.
Problems making it difficult for small distri: ts to provide secvices
vere typical of other rural areas and included: (1) large areas
.conprising small districts: (2) undeveloped special education
sarvizes: (3) unserved and unidentified handicapped childran; (4)
lack of qualified staff: and (5) mneven distribution of feipral
furds. Jot of this dilemma evolved support for pooiing federal funds
utder an Bducation Service District plan. In order to provide special
education and related services, 10 steps which a local di'skrict aust
f-1low t> coaply with federal and state regulations wvare iientified
tscreening: referral, prior notice, and parental consent for
evaluation: evaluation: multidisciplinary staffing: noneligibility
reporting: parent notification of Inse¥vice Bducation Program (XEP)
aseting: TEP meeting: parent notification of IBP review meatings
reevaluation: and prior notice for change in special equcation
placewent), and persons responsible for each step were delineated.
Background information on development of the model and the consortium
progras are included. {(AW)
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P.L. 94-142 AND RURAL AREA SCHOOLS: .

s

A CASE FOR CONSORTIUM

rd

The advent of the mandated implementation of 94-142
in Octobey, 1977, requred that, for the first time, a national

emphasis be placed on the education of a segment of the

. - school population heretofore neglected in terms of any speci-
Federal mandate: fic and consistent nation-wide policy for addressing its ,
1 - . LY L 4 v
special education needs. P.L., 94-142, commonly dubbed a “civpl rights bill for

the handicapped,” manéatedqthat the nation's schools gear up
' at once to provide a free, appropriate, public edueation for
j ) the estimated 12% of the school population-suffering o;le or
more of the nine handicapping conditions defined in the law.

’ Funding sources To accomplish this colossal undertaking, federal funds
were appropriated to assn.st school districts in meeting the
prescriptive requir;.ments of the act.- At this point, basically,

. : - is wher;a our own perticular problems began.

Our Service Distriet, whic; covers a basically rural

' county, co;ltaming som:a 5100 square [niles; is broken.down
into sixteen school distriets ranging from a one-room school
located 16 miles off a secondary road to a éity-district con-

"e teining one third of the service area “stude'n'ts a:;d located in . \/

'Rural service area the county seat. The entire county's.school population of only

‘ - 19;000 will give some idea of the va:.;.t distances which sep~

arate local school agencies. Consider, for example, that the

- _county served by our regional service distriet is
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éﬁproxirmately 41/2 times larger than the entire state o‘f:

R.hode Island, popuiation 1 million; 2 1/2 times larger than the

’s‘tate of Delaware, prUléthl’l 3/4 million; and slightly tu.ger X .
than the state of Connect:cut, population 3, 2 mﬂ.hon. Such a
land area and a total population of only 73,000 is another
mdxcatlon of the sparsity of the school populatxon\that re-
unre our services.

)

Inasmuch as the ﬂow—through té€deral” monies were‘
allocated only to distriets generatlng $7,500 dollars or more
in 94-142 f‘unds, purally oriented loeal school distriets such as -~
thosgin our county found themselves unsble to mount pro-
grams which would serve the small number of students 1dentx-
fieg, at that time, as handieapped. Some districts, for exam-.
‘ble could qualify for as little as $200 — hardly endugh to
meet’ the stringent requiremente of the law. Nonetheless, the
::equjred services were recognized as being ma;ldatory.

Sf)ecial education services existent at the’ outset of
1977 were primarily limited’to those. provided by our Ser:n'ce
Distriet: a secondary program for educable mentally pand-
1eapped students, 8 program for school-aged mult}gﬁe handi-
capped children, an ltmenant speech therapy program. "Also, 5
several ‘of the larger districts Had developed elementary
programs for educable mentally handicapped students and * "
'

these services were made.available to the smaller distriets on -

a per pupil contract basis. Services for the learning disabled

youngSter at that time were finimal. Additionally, it soon
"'\’,3" !

became gpparent that few local §chool personnel, despjte
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» their dedxcatxon ang commxtment to chxldren, were inherently

qualified to make the xdentxficatxon, analysis andg?acement

T . decistons required under the law,
.. _ __ Problems ) Briefly then, the \n‘oblems encountered in our service __
, " delineated . " . district were identical to those fou.nd in the many rural areas
of our country: ' Iy . \
arge areas comprising small distriets ; o,

2. Undeveloped speéial education services
3. Unserved and unidentified handicapped children
° 4. Lack of staff qualified ‘to address the mandates of
‘the new law )
‘ i 5. An uneven distribution of fed'ert‘u ‘funding that made
' it_impoési‘ble for small districts to utilize federél
. : ' . ‘ . funds to provide the\specified services to the handi-

L]

e o capped.
ESD sponsarship ‘ ¢ Outof thi.;_ dilemma evol;red an ESD (Educ;ation Service
' h District) sponsorgd [Ia.n which recognized the interdepend-"
efice of the LEA's a_nd‘ which could, by mutual cooperation and
pooling of 94-142 funds, do much to satisfy the particulars
% Lo and intent of the law. - o . .
' The project's basic concept was to meet the number one
priority of the federal law and the local distriets within our
service area. After cﬁscuésing this with the school distri&\
- Psychoeducational _superintendents, it was dete;-mined that psychoeducational

testing T tes}ing was needed to identify those handicapped children not

receiving services.
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. ‘ . /0 ) All of the distriets were very supportya.re irl "this ven-
J  Consortium ‘ ture. As awgesult of these deliberationg w'ith LEA suéerm-
. ‘ applicatAi'ol; . - . te‘nd:ants, it 'was determined that a. grant apphieation for P.L.

94-142 funds be made as & Consortium to satlsily the afore- |

’ mentioned objective of psychoedutational assessment. '

N

‘ : ' With the a?proval' of that.gtant, which by the way did
not occ.ur'until mid-October, an educational resource consult-
ant and a school psychologist were fu‘zided. One o)f our first
awakenngs was that school psychologists _were‘ very hard to
' ‘ / - ' find, especially in November. T!]erefore, we began our pré—
gram with one, consults;mt, whom you will hear from In a few
minutes. *© - ' -
Sipce that time more staff has beén added, more stu-
'dent.s have been evaluated, more Students have been placed,
more needsiflave been met and we are still attempting to
. meet the*current needs expressed by the distriets. '
Without further ado, I am ‘pleased td int:"oducg
Mrs. Patti Wpodburn, ou; Project Coordinator, who Lwnll '
"describe  the structure and operation *of our 94-142
' : S

) . Consortium. '

. /

-~ Proqram @c,-",ﬁon This information will be presented in a chronological
g manner, not because we gre interested in defining the Angthy

process involved in bringing our current evaluative program’
to its present state. Rather it is done in that fashion because

each ,etep in the growth and refinement proeess contains, we

»

] .. believe, spme extremely important considerations for any

o wi o
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Replication of
the mo_del
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"grea education distriet desiring to repheate this model.

- »
Assuming that we are talking about situations involving a

rural setting with large geographic masses and relatively few
and sparsely placed -people, we hope that you ;re able to
1dent1fy end eonsxder those aspects of our model which may
have appheabﬂi‘ty to your circumstance. v

We believe that oun early model contained some faults
that would probably occur in the imitiation of, any program
containing geog;aphir components such as’ we have de-

‘ . %
seribed. On the other hand, our experiences would doubtless

. never be duplicated in 1980 because of the sophistication and

awareriess of administrators, spécial eduea.ttion directors and
others -responsible for the educanon rf handmapped chil-
dren. I will elaborate on those pomts whiceh I think are of
lmportangte in terms of replication. g

In November, 1977, we informed loecal districts of the
availabilitys, of psychoeducational e.ve_ilua.tions for. st'udents
suspected of being handicapped, and provided appropriate
forms and a simple pr.oc.edurﬁo utilize in obtaining those
serviges, Not knowing what type of demand for~service_s we
wc?uld receive, the decision wﬁs madé to pro;jde eveluations’
on a first-come-first-serwm. JAt that time, I’ was to
provide complete diagnostic-educational evaluations, and we
contracted, 92 a limited ba;;s, the services of several people

qualified to do intelligence and other psychological testing.

By the spring of 1978 the demand for services was over-

helming and it was apparent tha} additional staff would be




Need for
consultation

1978-1979

needed for the following year. Due to difficulties that we
encountered trying to coordinate the éfforts of those indi-vid-

uals providing psycholog:cal"evaluatxons, we felt 1t was es-

senttal té hire & schodl psychologlst who would be aveilable

on a full-time basis.. It was aLLo recognized that local d:str;ct
needs were not being met stmply’ by identifying handicapped
students, as the adrhinistrator{an’d’teachers needed addition~
al help in placing students in programs and developmg appro-
priate IEP's In 1ook§1g back, we redlize that many adm:nis-
trators and teachers, in 1977, did not understand what we
were doing and why. For eiample, one primary .teacher
referredv 3/4 of her class for evaluations. This quickly
brought us to the reahzat:on thut Inservite was m necessary
component to the eff:c:ent operatlon of our programe~

With carryover funds and the increase in 94-14% ﬂow—
through monies, our resources for the 78-79 school year more
.tha.ﬂ doub}ed. We wereable to employ a school psychologis't,
as» well 8s an additional educational resource consultant
Also, In January, 1979, we hired a full-time secretary to ty[%
the psychoeducational evaluatlon reports and process the
voluries of Jpaper, pertaining to the referrals, that we re-

ceived from the local districts. The services we provided

- during that school year were essentially theesame &s those

-

available the pl";vious year. Approximatelv one hundred
referrals were pending in September, 1978 and we received an
additional 387 referrals by May of {1979. Needless to say, we

felt overwhelmed and quickly came to the realization that

»
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- our method of dealing with the’referrals on a’first-come,

. . 3
first-serve basis was terribly inadequate. On the other hand,

] ]
.

Growth in : we appreciatéd the interest demonstrated and felt some
. programs " satisfaction in .wWatching the special education programs,
- _ — — T - . . -

around, the county, grow in size and qualigy. In looking back, ,

, . our big accomplishment that year was the development of the -
- model which we currently ése in report writing. For every
student evaluated, we provided the referring distriet a com- )
Wﬁm prehensive \.:Jritten report which gontained the evaluation
evaluation l'em;'._ - findings and interpretation of the results, individual test
) seores, reéommendat.ions for placement and instructionsl:
° programming, and sﬁgggsgions for both parents and teachers
¢ which addressed dealing with the student on a daily basis.

P . : That vear we also emphas'ized co;nmunieating with perents
and attempted t? participate in a parent-teacher conference
for each student ¢ontact. ' ¥
Procedural , in fhe spring of 1979 we took a‘s\,erious look at our v

changes ) program with the idea that some procedural changes were '

. needed if we were going\tc; meet the growing needs of the -
local dis}ricts. We recégnized the necessity of standardizing

the numerous forms in use around the county. Most of the

_Standardization larger districts were able to deal with the federal and .state
\ of forms Tegulations requiring the documentation of all steps involved

* in providing special education and related serVices. The

’ . 4 " majority of the districts, however, were not equipped to '
Need for develop these forms on their'owllj One superintendent sug- ~
Y * -
Manual ' gested 'that we develdp a Procedure Manual: identifying areas t
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of responsibility and contaiming all\the necessary forms. It
was agreed that th}s would be available before the start of
school in the fall and that all Consortium member districts

wphld adopt the Procedure ‘Mﬂlial _and utilize the forms

provided. ' :

4

I need to mention here that we t"glt this was a big

E)

accomplishment in terms of increased sophistication relating

to special education in our area servicefdistrict. However,

we cannot take full credit for developmg this intereff in

/

building programs that meet the letter of the law. Rather a—

series of events that occurred in May, r§?9, was proi)ably
responsible for the ‘:ittitudinal change from moderate interest
to one of active invélvement. At that time, all local districts
in our 'service qr;a were visited by a 94-142 federal monitor-
ing team, who carefully examined how the local edication
agency was complying with federal regulations. When all t;le
reports were received and examined, one 'shortcoming was
noted in response to most ~visits. That is, local districts
needed to be’more accoimtable. for their ﬁctions in pl:ovidlng

V4
special education and related services, demonstrating that all

hendicapped children and their parents were afforded the

aif

rights guargnteed them under P.L. 94142,

Tm.f/development of the Procedure Manual was a tre~

[ .

‘ mendous undertaking, not only in terms of staff time, but

most importantly in terms of accepting the responsibility to

produce a procedure and all necessary forms which would

comply with federal\ and state regulations. We took severa(l

»




weeks to examine all available materials. With these re-
Coordthation sources we did m;t have much difficulty': outiming: a simplé
‘ot serv‘ica ' procedure’and getting the appro?riage forms together. Our'

' o problembwas _one—of - 1dentifying|'—how—-in—t'hat—proced'ure—our**—“' -
eva.luatfon sennces would. be provided. The first-come first-
serve method had not WOrked for several teesons:

Anoeatign of - ° 1. ' Many districts dxq not receive their "fair" share of
services . ) services based upofl their monetary contribution of
¢ ’ flow-through funds.
Priceity needs ' 2. Each referral was of primary importance~té the
.. referring agent. ‘I;oweyer, given 20 referrals from v

t

* . one local district, we werextfnal")lé to identify, by
' ]ooking at the paperw‘tl)rk which student should be
. cons:dered- top ?rmrity for an evaluatlon. ¢ .
Pa.rent-teacher conterences were extremely gif fi-

»

cult to schedule.and we wasted valuable Yme travel- -

ing to and from_districts to spend forty-five minutes

: at one or two conferences, ‘

2 - . !
. Scheduling 4. Probably the biggest headache of all was the time

- . L]
‘

and money we spent making local and long distance
. - Py

I
B
&
e

N\

calls to schedule evaluations. ‘We tried in every way"

. " ) = to plan a schedule, week-by-week, that would keep
> [ ‘ .1 .
' our travel to a minimum, but found this nearly

. -Jmpo&lble. -

- ‘*

1979-1980 . Again, carry-over funds and 1ncreased flow-through

)

@ . . : ' moni% for the 79-80 school,year made it ponle to add

' % .  another stafl{ member. .We agreed, with the Consortium

. » /
o . b L}
N N t v
'
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o Pt Users, ‘to employ an additional sehool psychologlst This
' ’ enabled us to plan fij program consisting of two teams serving
15 local dxstncts , Each team was composed of a school
‘ ' o psychologwt—and—an edue.attonal resource' consultant The‘
- . local districts were divided into two groups, based on relative

. .- o size and geographic location, with one team"traveling north

[ - { , and the bther team serving the southern portion of our serv-
' Distribution of. ice distriet.. Then, in an attempt to provide services on a

more equitable basis, we .divided our available time, for the

k-4

— A\l ‘s g
entire school year, amorig the 15 local distriets. Each<distriet

»was allocated- one, two, or three visits each month by the

e ' team, ‘depending on the district’s size and monetary contribu-
. y ! — ’ .1

7 tion to the Consortium budget. In determining how much

tn'ne we had avauable to schedule'out in the fxeld,,we decxded
-that we needed to spend an Equal amount of time 'in the

L /
' Y + office_to write and proof. reports, consult with other team

1 .
Annual seljedule members, answer phone cajg, attend staff meet:ngs and see <

‘ to other responsxbxlitrxegpof the job. So, we devi.ged‘schedule
for_the 79-80 sdhool year, with each tegm spending approxi-

'mately ten days & month out in the field a.nd the other ten-

to nlan in adyance and we found the’travelmg arrangements

v less taxing. i \

.
L]

\ . "The final component of our new service &eﬁvery system’
was probably‘the singlemost effective refinement in making

-~

Local district - our l"n’odel workable. - We asked each CthOrtium Dlstnct

- "‘
\1nvol'vement . SupErintendent to xdentity & district representatwe who
v S . '
N - v »*

v
-
~
r R N
.
.

&

A ‘ days m the office. The local\d:lstnicts apprecx'ﬁted being able '

-*
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would be résponsible for coordinating ou:\servicaa in his or

her loeal district. Several larger districts had special educa-
tion directors who assumed the responsibilities.of the district
représentative. In smaller dist;icts' either a superintendent,
principal, counselor, or teacher was identified &s the contact
person. We, then asked distnct representatwe to plan in
adva‘nce the daxly schiadﬂe for a visit by the Consortlum. *
team. The dxstnct representatlve cdnferred ith the staff
and set the priorities for testing, scheduled mul)t.ifuciplinary

staffings and handled all paperv‘iork‘ related to £his, process,

We no longer had to Spehd hours on the phone tr};?ir_lg to cbor—
dinate services for 15 dis}ricts. InS.tead, Bach district repre-
sentative, prior to'a visit bg the Consortium feam, would send
our program secretary & schedule iand ell'neeeesary papers,
enabling us-to arrive completely prepared with a minimum

-

ﬂnow}} of effort on our part. - .
" Inlate August, 1979, the now procedure and the Prock- ~ &
dure Manual was presented at & Consortium Users .Meeting
and wholeheartedly approved. We visited each local distriet
and assisted the district representatwe in makmg ah mserv:ce
presenta_tion- to the teaghing staff focusing op how the Con-
sortium team and teachers Mould wark” cooperatively to
ifier;t.i'fy handicapped children. Services were provided that
year with a minimum of confusion” We received close to 700 *
referrals during. the 79-80 school year and worked with ap-

proximately 60, students each month. -This was a ngticeable

increase over the 29 students per month that we evaluated

5




Services pt‘owded during the 78~79 school year. For ;ach student referred t;)
: . the Cc;nsortium for servic?.s, we ‘would conduct a ps?'chgedu_—
cational eyaluation, provide a comprehensive written report,
- participate in a multidiscipﬁnary staffing ‘and, if requested,
assist the parent &.;ld special édgcation teagﬁer in developing
’ goals &nd objectives for the child's LE.P. We occ;sionally
observed students in classrooms and assisted teachers in

. ' ¢ developing mandgemént progt

s to modify a student's
“ .
inappropriate behavior. We foupd it much easier to get to

know the teachers becausg we worked together on a regular

basis. The} antf’égﬁ\ted our visit, to their sghools and shared

. concerns and discussed prbblems were having with
- * ’

individual children. We were able to make more contacts

.. with narents and through combined efforts special education
h

prbgrams within the area service district became more com-

»
-

+ prehensive, v ¢
Need {or inservice ] I do, however, have to be honest 1n discussing last year's

. ‘ - , + services and relate what was ﬁot accomplished. First of all,

we - had made a commitment.to the Consortium Users to

v +

‘Mgiovide inservice programs for regular and specia] educa-

While ‘'we responded to all expressed needs, the actual

f
.l

T ’ ﬁ; , r
v o, - .number of request for services in this area was quite small.
We feel that it is our résponsibility to take a more active role

@ ‘in_ cobrdina.ting .‘t'hose' “services, We recognize that much

»

7 information can be shared with large numbers of people in a

‘short period of time. Our experience has been that teachers

around our'area service district expérience similar needs and

L} Al -




thet by addressing these éeneral needs more of our time is

available for focusing on specific problems.
Need for

timely reports

Qur second area of concern was the turnaround time it

took to provide the referring district with a psychoeducation-
- m’ev‘aﬁ:l report on a given student. We had been re-
.quested by the Consortium Users to strive for a ten working
day turnaround. In most instances, the repbrts were not that ~
timely, with the tumarounq time averaging 6-8 weeks. The
problem was not a clerical one, rather the professionals
generating the reports were not spending enough time in the
- oﬁice to complete the required paperwork. In retrospect, it
was obvious that both teams had’ used scheduled office time
to deal with "emergencie.s" in the local districts. However,
neither the local di;trict personnel, nor the Consortium teams
] ceuld define wil&f c;pstituted an. emergency and as a result
. . the report writing suffered.
1950-81. An incresse in P.L. 94—142 flow through funds to $187
_ per LE.P. coupl.ed with an increase in the handicapped child
;> census figures in our service district.enabled us to plan for an °
additional staff member for the 80-81 school year. Unf;)rtu—
u nately, there were not sufficient funds to add an entire team -
+  Modification
in modet

resulting in a slight modification of our model for this school
year. After consulting with the Consortium Users in May,

1980, a change was also planne& for the method used to
- New service

distribution
method

determine distribution of services. As you recall, I mentioﬁed '

s
previously that we had divided districts into'three categories -

and each distriet, as a result, received one, two, or three .




.
.
-
/ hu
“ .
i
“ b

f

visits frc;m the team each month. After much discussion the

Users chose to base the distribution of services stricetly on the

N ‘ o . monetary contribution. In other wordaeach district's share

'Z’ K of service depended on the amount of its 94-142 flow~through

{' . y frﬁds. Although several of the smallest distriets did not gaun
‘ /‘ . : ), anything under 'thi§ new plan, aH districts served by the

‘\ s Consortiim are receiving, fo:: the 80-81 school year; at least

N minimal services, with some time available if a true emer-

-

1- gency arises. ,The new method of distributing available

L

’ . F service would have less of an impact on the inservice compo~

I, ' ,nent &s all professionals from member dstriets would be

| smaller schools could easily parsicipate in inservice training
4. ’ -
j * ' programs or workshops held in neighboring distriets.

; Change in S " With the addition of another professional to the staff,.
program  ~ sev!ral changes were made in the gverall administration of
R \ + administration the program. For three years, since 'the inception of the

Frog-ram, the Director of Special Ec‘iucatipn, Bill ‘{'oung, had
supervised the staft and’l ha;i assisted with the general day-

e ., « v 7to-day coordination of the program. In order to. allow for

_more efficient operation of the program, I assumed the‘ new

. ) role of Program Coordinator and Supervisor in addition to

S, . \ Y serving as “an Educational Resource Consultant. .Appro;d-

mately one-third of my time is spent as coordinator/supervi~
) sor and the remaining two-thirds time I am acting as a con-
M sultant., I supervise three school psychologists and one educa~

N - tional resource c:ansultan't. . The five of us will spend a

f ' " inf¥ited to open inservice ptogfams. Also, teachers from the
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co.mbined total of 415 days out in the s?ools during the
1980-81 school year, contjucting psychoeducational ;avalua-

tions, participating in multidisciplinery staffings, consulting -
v . ' with individudl tez;chers, and providing inservice training
programs on a variety of subjects relating to 94-142 and its

. - implefnentation. -

Procedure for, ‘'With that historical background I'd like to continue thz/
* ‘ providing special presentation with an m—depth look at the procedure utilized
edocatiog and L" in our area service distriet for providing speci%@cation
- rd;ted services . and related services. At the same time, I will attempt to

g:ive you some insight as to how the Consortium team, the
. . school psycholpgist and educational resource copsultant,

functions in cooperation with the local distriet staff, when in

-of that district on a regularly scheduled service day.
-,
. In outlinin? the procedure for providing special educa- .
. * .
\ @:},‘; ' \\ tion a.nd‘ related services, our goal was twofold: first, to
Y & *

identify those steps th&t a district must follow to be in com~
pliance with fedgal and state regulations,‘and secondly to
;:le'arly delineate who was responsible for each step in the
procedure. Ten steps in all have been identified:
w. . Step I: The local district is responsible for all screenlng, -
whethe&formal or informal. An informal screemng ‘
. ) checklist is provided in the Procedure Manual, If -
desired, the Consortium staff could assist the local

district in developj'ng a formal sereening pracedure. - g
Ry ”

N




Referral and Step 2: The local district is responsible for making the
4 Prior Notice and referral, Informipg the parent of the action and
Parental Consent . ‘ their rights, and.obtaining parental cpnsent to
fc;wEvaluation ' conduet th.e evaluation. Several forms are prowdeli ., )
in the manual to assist the ,c.ﬁstrict in this step of the '
. process, A simple, one-page referral form is con:- <

pleted by the teacher, counselor or- administrator.
\ . This form contains demographic ?nformation as well
- as the nature of the child's problems, possible causes
or related factors, special services currently being
provided, and specific questions the individual
making the referral wants to see &nsweréd duking
. the process of .evaluation. A parental consent form
* is completed‘ and signed by the parents and at this
: time the parents are given a copy ot\thelr rights
regardin‘g the idengification, placement \?nd provi-

’ * sion of specml education services, Also, a case ,

history form consisting of 3 pages of educatxonally

"l rd

relevant family, medical and developmental mfor-
mation is provided. This is completed by the parent
) at the time the referral is nitiated, Topies of these
four formsz the.;cl‘eening checklist, referral form,

parent#l consent for evaluation form, and case

. history form rare forwarded to the Consortium
t L3
&.' Y72 . Ve program secretary. She establishes a file in prepa-
- T ration for a Yisit to the local district.
. Yo '
. - ’
: -17-
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' Evaluation

ar

Y

/
When scheduled to evaluate & student in a local

district, the Consortium team prepares for the
evaluation by reviewing all forms submitted for any
special problems or uestions. Upon arniving in the
local distriet, the psycHologist and consultant revie;\'v
the student's ecumulative file and 1If possible, talk to
the person'initiating the referral, before working (
with the student. The Educational Resource Con-'
sultent then spends appho:dm‘ately 2 hours v;ith the
student, giving a complete educational diagnostic
batterv. The specific tests utilized would naturally
depem/ip on the age of the student and the problems
exhibited. For example, a sixth grade student
Sus~ected of being learning disabled, might be given
the w\;':odcock'Readirng Mastery Tests, the Gilmore
Oral Reading Test, the KeyMath Disgnostic Arith-
metie Test, the Peabody Picture Vocabtlary Test,
the Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration,
the Diegnostic Spelling Test, and selected subtests[
from the Detroit Tests -tﬁ,iearnir;g Aptitude. The
psychologist, y:orking witir'that same student gener-

ally conducts a student intérview and administers a

'W}SCvR, and possibly the Draw-a-Person Test,

Bender «Visual-Motor Ggstalt Test. generally, both
testing sessions are not conducted in one day ,as
most students do not.pérform at their best in such a

Also, gs part of the

Jdong evalustion period.
. Yoo

-
-
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N evaluation the student 15 observed in the clasreom,
if requested, by either the” psychologist " or .
consultent. This is a mandated component in the
evaluation of students suspected of being tearning
disabled. The psychologist and corsultant then
prepare one written report which is forwarded to the
) ’ \ ﬂrstmct upon completion.
Multidisciplinary Step 4: The respon31bl1ty for scheduling the multidisgiphi-
*+  Staffing . nary staffing rests with the local district. The
psychglogist and consultant participate as"reques\ted,
. o discussing their rec:ommendations for placement
with the group. The local dist;*ict representative
: completes the staffing fevrm, provided in the man-
uel. As a general rule, parents are invited to a-nd ’
attend the staffing.
Nooeligibility Report Step 5: If the s\tafﬁng team feels the student 1s not hand1—
. capped and, therefore, not eligible for services, the
, .t . ~ parents are notified in writing by the distriet.
Parent Notiffeation St,ep 6: If theteam determines that a student 1s eligible for
of IEP Meeting services, the local district notifies the parent in-
wnting of the L.E.P. meeting
IEP Heeﬂirtr ' Step 7 The local district is responsible for conducting the '
" LEP. meéting. The psvchologlst"and/or consultant,
. ‘ howe.;'er, participate i requested. We often find
. cY that new special education teachers often reques‘t

. d " ,assistance, ‘'wheregs, the more expenienced teacher

feels more com! ortable-heveloping appropriate goals

i * .
.

» »
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Peareat Notification
of I[EP Review

Meeting /j

'Reevalttation

Prior Notice for
Change in Special

Education Placement _

L

Local district *
‘responsibility

and o;Jjectives with the parent. Parerital consent for
placement in the program is obtained at the’LE.P.
meeting. ‘ ]

Step 8: The annual LE.P. réview meeting is the responsi-
bility of the local district and the appropriate forms
are provided in the manual. Again, the psychologist
*and/or consultant are available to provide assistance
8s requested., )

Step 9: The local district is responsible for making a refes
rai for a three year r;evaluatioh, going'ba::'k to Step
2 and following through the original procedure. The
school psychologist' and educational resourde con~

- sultant conduct the reevaluation.
“Step 10: If g child requires a change in. his or her special
education placemeni, it‘ is the resyg‘ ibility of the
Ioca'I distriet to inform the p;ren\('ff"this acltion.
Appropridte forms are provided in the manual.

As you can see, the responsibility for documenting the
provision of special education and related serviges’ rests,
primarily, with the local district personnel. They are respon~ °
sible for all'the paperwork, with the Consortium team provid-
ihg the psychoeducational eveluation report to be shared with )

the parerEpa\nd added to the child's confidential file. The only

records kept in our Consortium file are copies of the referral

papers and parental eonsént Lgr evaluation, the test protocols

and original copy of the report, and a copy of the staffing
report completed by the multidisciplinary team. Al of our

’
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records are kept active for a;t least three years and often
lonse{ if we are involved with the student in s:me way.
. Inactive files are 'eventuaily microfilmed for perr;m.nent
storaée. : —_—
Our experiences in working with this ten-step procedure
- have been successful to date. The'manual has alreadv under-
gone Qﬂé\revision and we anticibate making minor changes s
everv veal as the federal and state 1ai;:s are revised and
. clarified through court cases.™ .
1981-82} . " We continue to strive to meet the needs of the local
‘ .. districts in our service area. Currently we are in the planning
. " stage for t.he 81-82 school year and faced with the following:
‘ Lack of _ 1. For the past three years we have not been informed
budget ﬁgures ) of the exact budget figure until just prior to the
’ beginninguof the new fiscal year. This makes any
. ¢ kind of planning extremely difficult. Recruiting new
sta‘ff cannot begin until June and much of the new
‘ ) . brogram planning cannot be started until the clo§e ‘)\
. .{' ) of sehootl in June. . ‘
Needtor 2. Most local distriets, although pleased with the » -
' addi’t;oml . ser\'ricw they are receiving, need additional servicé: .
’ &lm . that cannot currently be provided with the present
) © staff. It r;ay be necessary, sometime in the future,
7 . ’\ for these districts to consider supplementing these
\ services v;ith privately eontrs:lcted services to meet
M ! _ individual needs, T -

» '7 -21-
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Chengein 3. We are faced with the very real possibility that
Consortium several of the larger district$ mz;y opt to discontinue
membership their associatipn with the Consortium, and attempt

“ . to provide these serg’ces locally. This certainly * >

e © would have a gevere impact on Qur Consortium

-,

budget for the 81-82 school year and would probably
mean that we would lose one and [_)Jomssibiy, two staft
members. We relate this situation to' the special
edu‘t':atio;i scene. When a child is r;eady, we ma}n-
stream him in the regular program. If a local dis-
trict is ready to go it on their own, we would not
/ ( ‘ discourage them from doing so. waever, becefuse
, - of the size of our current program there are many

costs, that can be a&riuméd in our budget with a
. /'/ X ‘ ‘ relatively small impact, that might make a tremen:

‘ P . dous difference in the qu::{ﬁt‘y\of services provided -~
/ by the l;cal district. Also, we h,éve adopted the
K " , pﬁilosopﬁy that one person cannot be all things to all
| people. Our present staff members work closely

\ i together, shju'ing areas of e:;perti‘se where needed.
We feel this is reflected in the quality of services
’ ‘ we pmvilie and would be difficult to attain with a
more limited program. "
Consortium: In conclusion, the model that has'been presented is, we ¥
p efficient model . feel, one which deserves consideration when attempting to
., in rural / . co!nply' with the mgl%ﬁ;l:ous federal and state mandaies regard-

ing the provision of special éducation and related services.

It
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-~ Orgamazing a Cé’si)rtium allows for rurally oriented education
fgenofes to address mutual concerns and then ‘develop a
quality program to meet these needs, making services avail-

able- that could not possibly be afforded otherwise. This
cooperation and support is certainly needed if we are going to

help each handicapped child gifw to his or her full potential.




